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Soviet Strategy To Derail
US INF Deployvment

Key Judgments [n attempting to forestall US deployments of intermediate-range nuclcar
leformation available forces (INF) in Europe, scheduicd to begin late this year. the Soviets will
: j;:'/”;':d'::":;’::ﬂ’,:f" continuc a complex strategy of inducements and threats designed 10
' ’ influence NATO governments, particularly West Germany before its
March elections. With time growing short. their near-term objective
cvidently is to pressure NATO to delay the deployments and 10 move (rom
its zero option proposal. -

Moscow hus begun an intensive effort 1o brief West European goveraments
on the new Soviet propasal for a subcciling on missile launchers in Europe.
The subceiling would result in substantial reductions in the aumber of
Soviet medium-range ballistic missile launchers oppasite NATO but would
be linked 10 the number of Freach and British baliistic missile launchers
and would preclude the deployment in Europe of US INF missiles. The So-
victs have argued that their new proposal demonstrates “flexibility.” in
sharp contrast 10 US “intractability™ in adhering o its zero option

. proposal. They also have hinted in vaguc terms to West European

4 governments of certain “concessions” they might adoot atthe INF
ncgotiations in rcturn for greater US flexibility.

At the same ume. Moscow has warned NATO of the sericus consequences
should the US position remain unchanged in Geneva and the United States
proceed with its deployments. Such consequences probabiy include: the
lifting of their unilatcral SS-20 moratorium, deployment of additional
$S-20s in Europe. and the development of new cruise and ballistic missiles
for deplavinent oppesite NATO. Thus Moscow is trying 1o persuade the
Europcans that their sccurity would be better served by its proposal for a
missile subceiling than by US INF deployments offset by corresponding
Soviet counterdeployments :

Along with these diplcmatic moves. (ne Soviets have actively promoted the
Curopean “peace movement™ through aggressive propaganda and covert
activities. They have focused their efforts primurily on those countrics
scheduled to basc the new NATO missiles. with the chiefl cmphasis on
West Germany. Their campaign covers a whole spectrum of activitics.-
from overt cfforts 1o create u fear of nuclear war (o covert measures,
including forgerics and di<inforinstion. to put NATO governments in the
worst possiblc light

It . Sefret
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February 1984



Should US deployments begin without “acceptable’™ progress in the talks,
the Sovicts probably would continuc to ncgotiate, but on a different basis—
the Sovict side then would offer to trade off its *“*new’™” systems in exchange
for US INF systems. Nevertheless the Soviets probably hope that the
sttuation will not detceriorate to the point where they would find it
nccessary 1o counter NATO's deployments with hundreds of their own
missilcs. Having acknowledged in Geneva that they expect NATO 10
proceed with its plans. they must have seriously contemplated a negotiated
outcome in which NATO is allowed somc level of deployment. Given their-
particular concern over the Pershing 11, the Sovicts might continue to cali
for 2 ban on it, while grudgingly accepting some level of GLCM
deployment—albeit sharply reduced {rom the planncd 464 launchers. In
rcturn, they probably would mercly reitcrate their missile subceiling
propcsal. In fact, they could insist that any US GLCM deployment
(augmenting the French and British missile taunchers) be offsct by
deployments of additional Sovict missilc launchers

By latc 1983 Moscow should be able to assess whether an [NF agreement
s possible. If it sces little prospect for one and is convinced that the NATO
deployments will begin as scheduled in-December 1983, it probably will
begin implementing the military countermeasures (oreshadowed last
March by Brezhaev and more recently by Andropov. In his 21 December
address. the new General Secretary pledged 0 deploy a ncw long-range
cruisc missile f Washington proceeds with cruise missile deployment. This
responsc could bein the form of sca-launched cruise missiie deployment off
US shorcs as well as ground-launched cruise missilc deployinent oppositc
NATO. The Sovicts also could choosc to develop a new IRBM morc
capable than the SS-20 for deployment against Western Europe.

Moscow almost certainly would accompany such miitary moves with a
sharply increased cffort in covert activitics in the five INF-basing ccun-
trics. 1t probably would fect Icss constrained than before in promoting
demonstrations and supporting radical ocace groups, including some which
might engage in sabotage against NATO facilitics. Moscow also wilt use
propaganda, disinformation, and support to Communist party and front
groups o increase the political pain of the governments in the INF-basing
countrics. It will hope that this, in turn, will causc those countrics 10 bring
pressure on the United States to accede to an agreement that caps NATO
deployment at a low level und minimizes reductions in Soviel forces




Nevertheless. the Soviets realize that their overt “peace’™ campaign ia
Western Europe has been their most effective tactic. They also recognize
that the peacc movement there has indigenous roots and has acquired a
momentum of its own. They will do what they can to nurture it without
appcaring too heavyhanded.
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Sovie( Strategy To Derail
US INF Deployment

A key goal in Moscow’s security policy since 1979 has
been 1o derail NATO's plans to deploy the Pershing {1
medium-range ballistic missile (MRBM1 and the
ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM). By blocking
these deployments, scheduled to begin in late 1983,
the USSR wauld retain its currcat predominatce in
intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) as well as
further its long-term objective of weakening NATO
and dividing Western Europe from the United States.

’

{. Mioscow's View of NATO Deployment Plans

The Sovicts sce US deployment of the Pershing 1 and

GLCM not enly as an effort (o upset the theater
nuclcar balance, but as an attempt to skew the glabal
nuclear balancc in favor of the United States. In their
view, the deployment of these systenms—with the
range ard accuracy to strike hardened targets deep in
the USSR --wouid change the linkage tetween the-
ater and intercontincntal war (o the advantage of the
U nited States. Without resorting to usc of its central
systems, the United States would be able to threaten
the Sovict homcland. including a portion of thc
USSR s strategic forces and its command. controf,
and communications nctwork {se¢c mapi

The Sovicts sce the ncw LS systems as an cflcctive
counter to their SS-20 1RBM f{arce and may belicve
that the scale of NATO s deplovments would nultify

" the advantage in escalation control that they had
planned to sccurc with that force. For example.
Mascaw would have (0 consider that NATO, if
confronted with a conventional attzck by the Warsaw
Pact, would be tempted to use its new INF systems
before they were destroyed. IT the Soviets believed
NATO would usc these systems. they might feel cven
more comoctied 1o launch a theater-wide preempiive
strike

The Soviets probably would cxpect that Pershing {is
and GLCMs would be used concuriently and in
conjunction with air- and sea-launched cruise missiles
(ALCMs and SLCMs) and strikes by tactical and
strategic aircraft an a full-scule nuclear attack. Thev

scc the Pershing [l as particularly dangerous becausc
its short flight time and accuracy would make it a

threat to major elements of their command structure
and some of their stratcgic forces. which would not
have adequalte warning time 10 react. Ia December

© J nat Moscow per-
IS cuc Pcllluag {} 35 the 1nost serious threat 1o its
sccurity, even morc than the Minuteman (11 ICS M.,
because of the flight time factor..

The Sovicts probably regard the GLCM 2< an cffce-
tive complement to the Pershing 1 in that it could be
uscd against strategic and tactical wtargets that are not
time urgent and. when used with sea-lsunched and
air-launched cruise missiles. would severely compli-
cale Sovict air defensce strateey. The deplos ment of
both the Pershing 1 and the GLCM would seriousiy
strain Sovicet capabilitics 1o lacate and attack NATO <
nuclecar means in Europce carly in a war. From a
Soviet targeting standpoint, the GLCM would pose
the greater problem becausc it would be dispersed
2mong five countrics. four of them deep in .\'.:\TO's
rcar and behind NATO's air defense belt

1. Soviet Negotiating and Osvert Political Strategy
Until Now

The Sovicts have employed a multifaceted stritegy to
achieve their INF arms control objectives. They cleiur-
Iy view the West European goveraments as the key to
blocking US INF deployments. While ncgotiating
with the United States in Geneva, they have carried
out a propaganda and covert action of lensive-—pri-
marily focused on the pcace movement in Western
Europc—similar to the onc they waged in 1977-78 10
stop NATO from deploying cnhanced radiation weap-
ons. In this campaign they have tricd both overt and
covert means. inducements a< well as threats, 1o
exploit anti-INF sentiment in West Luropean govern-
ments. Perhaps the most heavyvhanded threat intended




for these governments was contained in an intervicw
Brezhnev had with Der Spiegel in November 1981,
Hec said that “in order to ncutralize [NATO's] mobile
missilcs it would be necessary {for Moscow]to deal
retaliatory strikes of great yield at the supposed areas
of thecir deployment

Later that same month President Reagan announced
his zero option proposal. which to the Sovicets™ dismayv
was cagerly embraced by Western Eurepe. The tenac-
ity with which Washington adnerca to this proposal
during the last negotiating round probably convinced
Moscow that a2 ne» Soviet initiztive was needed 1o
bring further pressurc on the United States and
NATO. Previous initiatives—for example, the unilat-
cral moratorium or SS-20 deployment in the western
USSR and the threat to put the United States and
Western Europe in an ““analogous™ position if NATO
deploys new INF systems—have not yiclded measur-
able results in the ncgotiations or in West European
captals

Onc of Moscow's recent threats was a warning that
NATO's INF deployment would necessitate the adop-
tion of a2 Soviet launch-on-waraing policy. This was
tmplicd in 2 statement issued by the Novosti press
agency on 30 Nevémber that apparently was aimed at

intimidating the West Europeans. This threat, like the V

others. probably was counterproductive because many
West European governments saw it as a rather crude
and clumsy attempt to pressure them to forgo [INF
dcployment. f.

Negotiating Strategy. Although Brezhnev had hinted
in an address last October that the SS-20 deployment
moratorium might te lifted soon. Defense Minister
Ustinov. in 2 6 December interview, implied that it
was still in effect. Whatever the fate of the moratori-
um. Moscow has other diplomatic aoptions to cxplore.
particularly with the West Europeans, in the hope
that they will exert pressure or the United Statces to
chzngc its bargaining position C

fn an address on 2t December, General Secretary
Andropov officially announced the missilc subceiling
proposal and emphasized the reductions that would be
madc, including “tens of the latest missiles, known in
the West as SS-20s.” The Sovicets could reducce their
missile iauncnars 1o 162 by retiring 250 $S-4s and
SS-5s and 81 SS-20s (scc table). This cutback in
SS-20s would amount to onc-third of the force in ihe
Europcan USSR. Although the Sovicts have the
option, under their proposal, of cither dismantling
their excess SS-20 launchers or remaving theairy to the
castern USSR they bave hinted £ j
willingness to destroy at Icast some of them




The Missile Balance in Eurape
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Overt Political Strategy. The Sovicts have begun a
campaign 1o highlight their new INF tmtiative and
arc intensifying their cfforts 10 undermine: the NATO
cenloyment plan as the West Germun national clec-

Lons approach «« Moreh

the Soviets
have scat bricfing memoranda on ther view of the
{NF ncgotiations to most of the major West Europzan
capitals. They probably belicve they will have their
best shot at influcncing Allicd po<itinns i they appcar

to be Nexible in the acgouations
] - that a

[

pestponement of NATO's INF deployament would

“satisfv Moscow for the present. This goal became
morc cvident in carly November, whea Brezhrev sent
a letter to West German Chanccllor Kohl requesting
that such deployment not procced automatically be-
causc morc time was nccded to achicve results at the
INF ncgotiations. After the Brezhnev (uneral,
Andropov madc a similar request tn a2 mecting with
West German Presideat Carstens.




The Sovicts arc directing their cfforts primarily to-
ward public diplomacy—1o avoid risking the adverse
public rcaction that would result if covert operations
were cxposcd. They are emphasizing the carrot of
Moscow's negoatiating flexibility rather than the stick
of threatening rctaliation to NATO deployments. As
Gromyko's rccent visit 1o Bonn demonstrates, Mos-
cow is sccking to present an image of caution and
reason, presumably to leave the door open for future
cooperation with the Christian Democrats if they win
the clections, and 10 avoid discrediting the Social
Democratic Party’s attempts to broker an agreement
on INF between the United States and the USSR,

[11. Soviet “Active Mecasures™ Agaiast INF: The
Covert Campaign

In the past three years, in support of its direct
diplomatic cfforts to block deploymert of US INF on
West European soil, Moscow has conducted an ambi-
tious campaign to infiltrate, manipulate, 2nd cxploit
the European peace movement. To condust such a
campaign. the Sovicts rely on a (ull range of so-called
“active mcasures™—a term they use 0 refer (0 activi-
ties worldwide that arc intended to promotc Sovict
foceign policy goals but which go beyord traditional
diplomatic. propaganda, and military means. Mauny of
the active measurcs currently being cmploved in the
anti-INF campaign arc adaptations of those that
proved cffective in the 1977-78 campaiga against the
“ncutron bomb.”” The scope and intensity of the
USSR’s public and covert campaigns can be cxpected
to grow as scheduled deployment dates approuch. It
has alrecady surpassed the scale of the anti-ncutron
bomb campaign

Use of Communist Parties and Fronr Or§arizartions.
Moscow has instructed West European Communists
and the leaders of pro-Sovict international organiza-
tions to0 make the anti-INF campaign their foremost
concern and has provided funding and political guid-
ance for their pcace movement activity.

The Sovicts have directed West European Communist
parties speceifically to assume a leading role in orga-
nizing antinuclear demonstrations and mectings and
to coordinate their efforts with non-Communis: pecace
activitics. Moscow has been most active with regacd
to the INF-basing countries, particularly West Ger-
many, the Netherlands, and Belgium. For cxampic:

- -4
the West German Communist Party (DKP). whick
takes dircction from Moscow and East Berlin, was
instrumental in organizing rthe blockage of the
NATO weapons arsenal in Baden-Wucerttemberg on
1-8 August 1982 and some subsequent demonstra-
tions in West Germany.

L . j the West
Berlin Communist Party (SEW) functions under the
closc supcrvision of the East Germans. The party
has long contributed an organizational support net-
work for local pcace activity that apparently was
accepted cven by groups that are opposed 1o the
party idcologically.

= The Dutch Communist Party (CPN) maintains fre-
quent coatact with Moscow and East Beriin and,
- . receives
regular and detailed guidance (rom the Soviets and
East Germans regarding anti-INF activity.

C j the head of
the Belgian Nationai Action Commiittee for Pecace
and Development t(CNAPD) and threc other peace
activists visited East Berlin in late Scptember 1981
at the invitation of the Helsinki-based Warld Peace




Council {(WPC), thc major Sovict-controlled inter-
national organization. The CNAPD head later dis-
cussed rlans for the 25 October anti-INF demon-
stration in Brusscls with officials of the East
German Embassy.

(/ reported that PCI officials visit-
ing Moscow in [_\ 1981 were subjocted to heavy
pressurc (0 raisc strong opposition to INF and

~subscquentiy ordcred regional party secretaries to
step up anti-INF propaganda and initiate demon-
strations and marches.

: )
The Sovicts also arc using their international front
arganizations (0 inttiate and direct some of the anti-
nuclear acuvitics in Western Eucope 2nd to'try to
attract non-Communist participants 1o lend eredibil-
11y 19 Sovict objectives:

= The WPC is particularly active in planning and
trying to coordinate and controt antinuclear activity
in the West. The WPC's draft “"action program® (or
1983 provides for scveral international confes-
caccs—some spccifically suggested by the Soviets.
The highhghit will be the “World Peace Asscmbly’”
plaancd for 15-19 Junc in Preguc: this can be
cxpected o fcature the anti-INF theme.

The Sovict-backed lnternational Union of Students
(IUS) was working in carly October 1981 10 attract
mass participation in le sponsorcd peace move-
ment ZCUV”ICS

—_

- Ascarlyas 1978 L ,]
C T the Sovicts were cven exploring the possibil-

ity of using the Unued Nations Education. Scientif-
. and Culural Organizaton (UNESCO) as an
unwitting (roat organg-niing (e Fromete pocts. - ~d

Aarmameat themes H

access (0 broadcast services, the availability of
funding for publications. and the other opportunitics
avatiable 10 Sovict personncl who could be placed on
the «taflf of the UNESCO Information Service

f;inancial Suppoct. The USSR and its East Europcan

allics contributce considerable financial and materiai
support covertly to the West Europcan pecace move-
mcent through Communist partics and front
organizations:

* The West German Government publicly charged in
December that the East Germans secretly provide
morc than $2 million a2 month to the \r\’c:( German
Commums( Pany (DE\P)

J

In October 1981 the Danish Government expelled
KGB officer Viadimir Mcrkulov, a second sccretary
in the Sovict Embassy in Copcnhagen for, among
other things, using a2 Danish journalist agent to
manipulate and fund the Danish pcacc movement.

* The World Pcace Council was given an cstimated
$63 million by Moscow in 1980 and z'so reccived
contributioas from other Communist partics, partic-

" ularly in Eastern Europc

« ltalian Communist Party officials belicve that an
independent member of Parliament wha has orga-
aized &8 “Group for World Peace™ and publishes 2
magazine, Struggle for Peace. receives instructions
and (inancial aid from the Sovict

The Sovicts also fund the pcace mevement openly:

« In aninterview fast May in the Austaian press.
Sovict Ceatral Committee official Vadim Zagladin
provided dctails about the “Sovict Peace Fund™ and
(s support to Western peace grougn., including the
WPC and us alfibhates in various West Europezn
ccuntrics.




« A former Sovict Pcace Fund chairman asserted in

an article in the English-languagc Moscow News in
the spring of 1981 that his clients included “lcaders
of the international democratic organizations work-
ing for pcace™ and cooperated with another ostensi-
bly “public’” Sovict organization, the Committee (or
the Defensc of Peace (SCDP) to “render financial

aid to organizations, movements, and personalitics.”
L1

Propaganda Guidelines. The Sovicts have sought to
dircct the focus of the West European peace move-
ment by providing Communist parties and front orga-
nizations with propaganda themes ksyed (o local
concerns and to US and NATO policicsf
. - - “aw . 1
:Jthe
Sovict Pcace Committee reportedly tried to aggravate
cxisting concerns that the United States would force
Western Europe to accept more Pershing 11 missiles
than originally agreed.

Sovict propaganda guidance also has reflected con-
cern about the growing tendency among West Euro-
pcan peace activists to blamec the USSR as well as tic
CUnited States for the arms race:

- £ ¢ T he Soviets told
Finnish Communist Party officials last autumn that
the CPSU Central Committee has issucd a directive
10 its departments and ecmbassices to collect informa-
tion on “‘anti-Sovict phcnomena™ in West Europcan

countries for usc in the propaganda battle over INF.

» The Caviets reportedly told leaders of the WPC in
C F to try to limit the cffectivencss of a
peac~ group that had criticized Soviet policies.

Direct Involvement in Peace Groups. Because of the
urgency Of their anti-INF campaign, the Sovicts have
risked discrediting somec West European peace groups
by directing diplomats and other Sovict officials
abroad to undcrtake covert involvement in those
groups’ activitics. For examplc:

+ On 19 November the Dutch press rcponéd that
represcentatives of the Soviet Embassy and trade

" mission in the Netherlands had violated-diplomaiic *

rules by getting.directly involved in the peace
movement. e -

-—

Influcace Througk Forcign Media and Disinforma-
tion. The Sovicts routincly try to.exploit the Western
press to advance the USSR's pcace movement
objectives:

« The left-lcaning West German magazine Der Spie-
gel, for cxample, is a leader in publishing interviews
with the Sovicts, particularly on arms control issucs.

The KGB. usually through front organizations, pro-
vides funding for West Europcan media sympathct-
ic to Sovict interests. For example, late last year it
provided, via 2 Luxembourg-based East German
front organization; the funding to finance the new
printing installations of the pro-Soviet Greek Com-
munist Party.

The press organs of pro-Sovict Europcan Commu-
nist partics, a'though they have limited circulation,
provide sympathetic coverage of the USSR's poli-
cics and activitics regarding antinucicar issues. This
prevails cven on the lowest level, as in the casc of the
local Communist party newspaper that reported
daily on a Sovict pcace delegation touring Denmark
last November. . °

Disinformation and forgeries arec other *“active meca-
sures™ the Sovicts and their allies are using in the
campaign against INF basing:

« In May 1982 a forged lctiér, purportedly from
former Socrctary of State Haig to NATO Sccretary
Genceral Luns regacding nuclear arms issucs, was




circulated in Belgium and Luxembourg. [t distorted
NATO nuclear strategy and played on the fear of
NATO use of nuclear weapons 1n a limited war.

« The West German Communist Party may have
been iavolved in fabricating or disseminating a
purportedly official notice (hat was posted in several
arcas of Boaa in mid-November alcrting citizens to
measures concerning the transport of nuclear and
coaveational weapons through the city. The forgery
clearly was intended 10 increase prblic concern
about 2 recent accident involving 2 Pershing |
taansporter and had o basis in fact

?
Ffcctiveness of Soviet Efforts. (4 is difficult 1o cvalu-
ate the real cffect of Soviet uctive measurcs in the
West Europcan peace movement. Cleacly. not all
opposition to NATO nauclcar forces modernization is
Sovict inspired. Therc ts good cvidence, however, that
the Soviets huve sought 10 exploit and manipulate the
movement and that their covert support has enabled it
1o grow beyond its own capabilitics. The most success-
ful tactic employcd by the Sovicts to datc. however,
probably is the incessant cmphasis in public and
private meetings with West Europcans on the USSR
ostcnsible commitment 10 detente and arms control in
contrast 1o the United Statces® alleged drive toward
“military supremacy.” This typc of “political influ-
ence operation” (s dilficult to counter. because many
West Europcans mcct with Sovict officials and local
Comununists oftca. considering this 1o be a legitimate
mcans of obtatning infacmation

There has. however. been a pereeptible change recent-
{v ta the attitude of some non-Commuaist pcace
groups toward Sovict and other Commuanist support:

« In the past six to cight months the Dutch {ater-
church Peace Council (1K V) has dicianced itscll
(rom the Sovict position and called morc strengly
for mutual disarmament by East uné West.

= ln June 1982 the West German “Greens™ broke
with the Communist Party over the issucs of the
nced for disarmament by both supcrpowers. support
foc the pcace movement in Sast Geemaay, and
criticism of Sovict actions tn Poland and

Afghanistan.

+ The British Campaign for Suclear Disarmameat
(CND) reportedly will not supnort the WPC's
“World Pcace Asscmbly™ scheduled to be held in
Praguc this Junc

[V. Soviet Negotiating Options in Mid-to-Late 1983
Moscow will continuc to assess NATO's deployment
plans and the US starce in the current reund of
negotiations. which will probably last uatil Jate
March. Although site preparation has beca under way
for some time, the first deliverics of INF equipment
arc scheduled to arrive in West Germany., the United
Kingdom, and [taly between April and October. If by
that time the Sovicts conclude there has been insuffi-
cient movement tn the NATO ncgotiating position
and they arc convinced that the INF cquipment
dcliveries will be madec. they probably will announce
an cnd (0 the SS5-20 moratorium ]

During the summer round of the INF talks scveral

options would be open 1o the Sovicts. They could:

« Shift thetr tactics at the INF talks by expressing «
willingness to tradc off cruisc and ballistic missiles
currently under development against the GLCM
aad Pershing .

« Call for a long suspension of the alks, blaming the
Uaited States for the stalemate.

« Walk cut of the talks indcfinite!ly, with no datc sct
for resumption.

- Call for merging the INF talks with START.

= Proposc 10 the West Eurapcans thut they join the
tatks or suggest another veaue {or the talks, such as
the Confercnce on Sceurity and Coopceration in

Europc (CSCE)

Trade-of]. Probably the Sovicts® most likely option
iand onc that they have suggeste( isa
proposal to trade off their future Cou.se and ballistic
aissiles against NATO's ncw systems. They currently
have a number of such pregrams ia development,
somc of which could be rcady for deplovment by late



1983, In his addrcss on 21 December. Andropov
stated that the USSR was testing a long-range cruisce
missilc and would deploy it if the United States
proc:‘cdcd with plans for cruisc missile deployment.

) .

By mutching their new systems against NATOs, the
Sovicts might scck to change the whole focus of the
ncgotiations, so that the emphasis would be on timit-
ing the ncw systems of both sides—while protecting
their substantially deployed SS-20 force. That tactical
shift could keep on the table their missile subceiling
proposa’, with its enticement of substantial reductions

_in the 55-20 force. They niight argue then 1o NATO
governments that Europecan security would be better
scerved by the missile subceiling proposal than by US
INF deplovyments matched by Sovict counterdeploy-
mcnts.

The threat of such Soviet deploymeats, however,
would not be well reccived in Europecan capitals and
might cven increase Allied support for INF deploy-
ments. INF proponents would characterize the threat
as a Sovict cffort to divide Western Europe from the
LU nited States ang woul!d urge thetr governments to
fullow through witl deployments. At the same time,

however, the West Europcan governments would urge

the United States to perscvere at the INF 1alks so that
a dcal might sull be ncgotiated

Suspension. Of the above options. the second scems
lcast likely, because the Sovicts probably wauld fecl
that it would not be ““tougn™ cnough. With timc
rucning out before NATO deployment. they almost
certainly would believe that more definitive measurcs
were required o impress NATO with the gravity of
the situation.

Walkout. If they chose 10 waulk oul, the Soviets might
arguc in justification that uatl the United States s
interested in “bargaining scriously.” therc is no nced
to continue INF talks. la November they indicalcdg.
hat the acxt rourd of negotiations (currenily
t sessonf would be a watershed. They also scemed to
be laying the groundwork for an cventual pubiic
accounting of their “Mexibility” throughout the nego-
tiations. in contrast to US “iatractability.” At various
times last fall Soviet INF delegates and party officials
hinted at a walkout if the US position sremuincd

unchanged and Wasﬁﬁélon_bc‘gan INF deployments:
but at the same time, Jhey indicated thac
they would continue ncgotiations cven alter the Unit-
cd States began such deployments.

Lcaving thce talks clcarly would be risky to the
Sovicts: Western public opinion might blame them for
the coliapse of the negotiations. If they feared this
possibility. they could stress their willingness to con-
tinue to ncgotiatec at START but make it clear thzt o
progress would be possible in that forum until INF
questions were resolved.

Aferger. The idca of ncgatiating INF in the START
framework might be an option up~n 1o the Soviets, as
Colonct General Chervov of the General Staff recent-
ly indicated in an interview with a West German
newspaper. At present, Chervov opposes the idea
because of the need to recach an INF settlement
quickly and the likelihood that combining INF talks
with START would delay an INF solution for many
vears. Ncvertheless. the Soviets might consider this
anproach if they belicved that it had West Europcan
support and could delay NATO's deployment plans.

Moscow would be in a good position if the talks werc
meeged, because it has already linked the two in its
negotiating approach. [ts reduction proposal in
START s contingent on no US deploymeni of new
INF systems The calt to ban iong-range cCruisc
misstles and air-to-surface ballistic missiles is found in
both its INF and its START proposals. Its ubjection
10 US proposals in bath the INF 1alks and START is
that Washington is not looking at the wholc panoply
of weapon systems comprzhensively . but is interested
in sclectively imiting only Moscow’s streagths, such
as ICBMs and the §S-20

The Sovicts might well sec an advantage it ali systems
with a "“stratcpic”” mission—-inaciuding US ““forward-
based™ systemis and British and French nuclea:
forczs—werce on the ncgotiating table In their view
this could opcn up opportunitics for horsc trading,
such as occurred during SALT {1, und could makc
morc credible the Sovict argumecnt that there i




overall strategic parity between East and West. If by
late, 198 3. Moscow saw NATO deployment as a
certainty and was still interested in a negotiated
outcome, it might believe that this advantage would
outweigh any disadvantage there might be in losing a
scparate forum for INF. (The separate forum has
been useful in excrting leverage on the West Europe-
ans. particularly the Germans.)

Broader Context. Another option open to the Sovie:s
would be toiavite the West Europeans to join the INF
talks or proposc that the talks take place within a
broader European framework. sich as the CSCE.
They could arguc that the negotiations are of para-
mount trmportance to Curepe and that all major
nowers should be involved. There 1s no evidence to
suggest such a move, but it would be consistent with
the long-1erm Sovict strategy of capitalizing on differ-
ences of view among NATO countries. The Sovicts
would clearly recognize. however, the low likclihood
of acceptance by the West Europcans, particularly the
French and British, for the rcason cited above.

V. Future Soviet Political Moves

The Sovicts wiil continuc vigorous cfforts io influence
the West Gzrman position. regzrdless of whether the
zlections result in a CDU victory or return the SPD 10
power. They may be more willing after the clections
to offer specific inducements, such as cased emigra-
ton for ethnic Germans ir. the East, since they wili no
longer be corsirained by reluctance 10 help the CDU
in its campaign. At the sarae time, they may resort
morc openly to intimidation, particularly if the CDU
is victorious. They might stress that West Germany
would be more exposed than other West Eurcpean
countrics 10 Sovict retaliation in the event of 3 nuclear
exchange. bezause anty West Germany would base
Pershing Il ’

Throughout Western Europe the Soviets sillintensify

_their publiccampaign against LS INF deployment.

Thesc efforts are likely-10 include:

« Stepping up contact with a broad spectrum of
Europcan politicians, media represcntatives. church
leaders. and student groups. with the tntention of
purveving as widcly as possible an image of Soviet
rcasonablencss and a commitment to 4 ncgotiated
INF solution.

* Employing propaganda 10 arouse public alarm over
alleged US intentions of making Europe the “nu-
cicar battleficld™ of a US-Sovict conflict.

« Introducing new “pcace’” initiatives. such as their
latest proposal for a tactical nuclcar-free 7onc.in
Central Europc )

VI, What Type of Agreement Might Moscow Accept?
Throughout the ncgotiaticns the Soviets have insisicd
that the United States forgo deployment of its new
systems in an [NF agrecment. Privately. however.

" they have indicated that they expect Washington to

procced with deployment. While they have not provid-
cd any clucs as 1o what level of NATO deployment
they might ultimaltely accept. )

Cicarly the Sovicts would like NATO's plan to fall
through on its own, but thcy cannot be confident thut
this will happen. They probably would not welcome a
sitwation in which NATO fully deployed its systems
and they found it nccessary to respond with hundreds
of their own missiles. Between thesc extreme out-
comes, they must have given considerable thought to
anagreement in which NATO is permitted some level
of deployment. Given their particular concern over the
Pershing 11, they might continue to call for a bun on
1. while grudgingly sccepting some level of GLCM
deployment—albeit sharply reduced from the planned
464 launchers. [n retura, the Soviets probably would
merely reiterate their missile subcerling proposal. In




fact. they could insist that any US GLCM deploy-.
ment (augmenting the Freach and British missile
launchers) be offsct by depioyments of additioral
Sovict missilc launchers. |

Moscow would view a ncgotiating outcome that kilied
the Pershing Il program as a favorablc iaitial step.

but it still would be greatly concerncd about ‘imiting
“the US cruisc missile threat. It could propose addi-

tional arms control measurcs that would severely limit
air- and sca-launched cruise missiles. [t might de-

mand that ALCMs be quantitatively limited on heavy
bombers (a5 they were in SALT 11} and might call for
2 continuation of the ban on SL.CM dcployment that
was ncgotiated in the now-expired SALT [ Protocol.

« Statior: submarineswith sca-launched cruise ris-
siles near US coasts. - T o

« install nuclear-capable offensive weapon systems in
Cuba, cither overtly or covertly.

Last fall the Sovicts hinted at the INF alks that they
might respond with deployment of a long-range cruisc
missile or a2 new ballistic missile. or both. In his

21 December speech. Andropov highlighted the Sovict
long-range cruisc missilc program as a counter (0
NATO's INF deployments, probably because the
system is alrecady at the flight test stage. The Sovicts
recently have modified a2 Y-class submarinc and 2
number of Bear bombers, apparently to serve as
platforms for a long-rangc cruisc missile. which could

To get Washington morc intercsted in such measures, 'be targeted against US territory. If they choose to

Moscow might want 10 heighten the visibility of its
own cruise missile systems (as Andropov did in his
21 December addressy—particularly as thosc systems
approach opcrational capability. perhaps as carly as
latc this vear. The Sovicts probably would be willing
to use cither the INF tatks or START 1o acgotiate
these measure:

VII. Possible Sovict Plans if Negotiatioas and Politi-
cal Moves Fail

By late 1983 Moscow probably will be able 1o judge
whether an agreement is possible and whether any of
the ncgotiating options and political movcs outlined
above would be cffective in postponing or derailing
NATO's deployment plans. [f the Sovicts are con-
vinced that the initial deployment will occur as sched-
uled in December. they almost certainly will take
steps—for iriicrnal as weil as forcign policy rcasons—
to implement whatever military response they have
planncd to make once NATQO's deployment actually
begins. This responsc was (oreshadowed in Andro-
pov's 21 Dccember address and in March 1982, when
Brezhnev thrcatened retaliatory mecasurces that would
put the United States and its allies ““in an analogous
position™ if NATO dcployed its new INF systenss. (

Military Oplionsf

;:Hz‘rggoy.ie.k-.ould, ice addag

« ¢iefd new cruise missiles and short-range ballistic
missiles voposite Furope and deploy a larger SS-20
force. )

devclop 2 new IRBM for deployment opposite Europe.
it probably will bc 1 system morc capablc than the
S§S-20 in terms of payload and accuracy. Another
Sovict option could be deployment of the SS-20 in the
northeastern USSR, where it could target the north-
western United States. A o Foreign Minis-
tey official mentinnad this posstowaty last August. and
a Soviet 3 iscussed it in October £ 2
g 1

The above options scem more plausible than the
cmplacement of Sovict missiles in Cuba. Moscow no
doubt understands that such an action could bring the
supcrpowers to the brinkof a nuclear confroataton. It
probably would calculate that the political costs in
Europc and the potential risk of military ccnfronta-
tion with the US administration-—which has madc
initiatives in the Caribbean Basin a major clemeat of
its forcign policy—arc not worth whatever increass in
military or political leverage they think such a move
might provide. Moscow probably aiso would bclicve
that such an action would result in the collapsc not
onlv nt the INF ncgotiations, but of START as well.

Noactheless, the threat of missile emntacrment in
Cuba has beea hinted atic &

T 4 This probaoty 5 pact.of an overall
Se-iwco strategy (0 bring as muck pressure as possible
10 bear on the United States and Europe 10 move off
the zero option position.




Covert Measures. If the Soviets” current strategy fails.
they probably will shift the focus of their active
measurés campaign. They will attempt to usc Covert
means to complement ilitary, diplomatic. and politi-
cal moves, in an effort o slow the pace of deployment
and 10 keep it at the lowest possible level. With the
East-West atmosphere probably souring by that iime,
they might feel even less constraint against pursuing
riskicr mecasures—such as cncouraging demonstra-
tons and supporting radical pcace groups, some of
which might cngagc in sabotage at NATO facilities.

rv

b

The Soviets aiso will usc propaganda. disinformation.
and support to Communist Party and front groups to
increase the political costs to the governments of the
basing countrics. They will hope that this. in turn, will
causc thosc countrics 1o urge the United States to
accede to-an agreement that caps NATO deployinents
at a low level and minimizes reductions in Soviet
forces.

In the Netherlands, the Soviets can be cxpected 10
intensify their active measures with the Communist
Party and its fronts in the period lcading up 1o a
Dutch decision (scheduled for latc 1983) on [NF
deployment. Soviet pressure on the lialian Commu-
nist Party 1o intensify support of the pcace movemeat
undoubtedly will increase as the initial GLCM cquip-
ment deliveries to [taly in October draw acar. The
Sovicts are currently apcrating under a fiability in
ltaly, howcver, since their public imzge there has
suffered badly as a result of allcgations of Soviet
iavolvement in the attempted zssassination of the
Popc -

The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmamecnt has been
gaining political clout in the United-Kingdom™THe -
Sovicts” ability 10 influence it appears to be extremcly
limited. but they will do What théwean to support it.
particularly as the projected GLCM deployment date
(December) approaches. The Sovicts can also be cx-
pected to attempt to persuade leftist groups to throw
their support behind the CND.

The Soviets probably will be carcful, however. not to
g6 too far with their active measurcs campaign. They
arc awarc that strong antinuclcar movements exist in
alt'the INF-basing countrics (except [taly), even with-
out Sovict or Communist involvement. They alsa
rcalize that, by treading carcfully. they can profit
from thesc movements, which have been aroused by
“cightened East-West tensions and greater public
awarcness of nuclear wcapons programs affecting
West European countrics. For these reasons the Sovi-
cts probably will continuc to rely more on overt
political measurcs. which hive proved to be their most
cffective activities
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- - Appendix "~ - : -

Significant INF-Related Events Scheduled for-1983

27 January INF (Round IV} resumcs

30 January-10 Fecbruary  Vice President Bushs Eurapean trip begins in Bona: inciudes a visit to INF and
‘ START acgotiations

! February Session of the UN Committce oﬁ Disarmament begins in Geneva
l‘4 February Mececting of NATO’s Specia! Consultative Group (SCG)
6 March Elections in West Germany
March NATO Nuclcar Planning Group ministerial meeting in Portugal
March l Williamsburg summit
Late March INF (Round [V) ends
March-April CPSU Central Committee meets
April (7) Votes on INF infrastructure funding to be held in Belgium, Deamark. and the
Netherlands
)\pril " First GLCM equipment arrives in U;\ilcd Kingdom
9-10 Junc NATO Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Paris
Junc . INF (Round V) resumes
Junc First Pcrshing [l cquipment arrives in West Germany
.‘Aug-us( IMNF (Round V) cnds
‘ October First GLCM cquipment arrives in lizly
November . . NATO Nuclear Planning Group ministerial meeting in Canada
4 December ) SPD purty congress in West Germany
December NATO ministerial niectings
December Scheduled initial opcrational capability for Pershing H in West Germany and

GL.CM in the United Kingdom




